Summary: My paper aims to clarify the subsequent steps of Rome's encroachment on Etruria in the aftermath of the Pyrrhic War. As is well known, the Latin colony of Cosa was founded in 273 BC on the Tyrrhenian coast to the north of Vulci; moreover, in the years 264-245 BC, four citizen colonies were founded on the Caeretan coast, namely Castrum Novum, Pyrgi, Alsium and Fregenae. Unfortunately, it is not easy to reconstruct precisely what the Roman movements in Etruria were, or how the Etruscans reacted to them. Above all, it is difficult to determine whether (and to what extent) a colonial foundation like Cosa -which was contemporary with the establishment of Paestum in Lucania -was part of a broader and coherent strategy that the Romans had been following in their expansion into the Italian peninsula. By evaluating all the available evidence, I will try to demonstrate that the foundation of Cosa depended more upon particular contingencies than upon any preconceived plan for the conquest of Italy.
Volsinii, in the years 284-280.3 The colony of Cosa was effectively founded in 273 on the Tyrrhenian coast to the north of Vulci: this is of interest since Cosa was not only the first colony created by Rome in Etruria, but it was the first Latin colony in the same region.4 Moreover, in the following years, four new colonies (with full Roman-citizen rights) were founded on the Caeretan coast, namely Castrum Novum, Pyrgi, Alsium and Fregenae -clear confirmation of Rome's investment in a direct presence in Etruria.5 The problem is that our main literary source for this phase of Italian history, Livy's Ab Urbe condita libri, is no longer available (except for periochae). It is thus difficult to reconstruct precisely what the Roman movements in Etruria were, or how the Etruscans reacted to them. Above all, it is not easy to determine whether (and to what extent) a colonial foundation like Cosa -which was contemporary with the establishment of Paestum in Lucaniawas part of a broader and coherent strategy that the Romans had been following in their expansion in Italy.
In the present paper, my aim is to evaluate all the available evidence -including archaeological and epigraphic material -in an attempt to better clarify the subsequent steps of Rome's encroachment on Etruria, which is to be analyzed within the political context of 3 rd century Italy. Also, by considering the results of the ongoing debate on Roman expansionism during the mid-Republic, I will try to identify the real motivations behind the colonizing enterprise undertaken by Rome in that region.6 *** function, serving as Roman outposts in non-Roman districts of Italy. Such an opinion, largely depending on the Ciceronian definition of colonies as "bulwarks of empire" (propugnacula imperii), was supported by Theodor Mommsen in his "Römische Geschichte" and then adopted by a number of modern scholars.8 The most notable example is the monograph "Roman Colonization under the Republic", published by Edward T. Salmon in 1969. Here we find the theory that the foundation of Latin colonies -usually inhabited by colonists coming from Rome or other Latin cities -was a way for the Romans to penetrate into Italy and, at the same time, to create a defense system against the attacks of enemies; indeed, the loyalty of Latin colonies was decisive for the safety of Rome in crucial moments such as the Hannibalic invasion of Italy.9
A similar idea has recently been developed by Luigi Loreto in his book "La grande strategia di Roma nell'età della prima guerra punica". To the author's mind, Roman colonization in the 4 th -3 rd centuries was dictated by a conscious strategy the Romans pursued by relying on abstract geopolitical models. In this regard, the occurrence of regular patterns in the establishment of (Latin and citizen) colonies has led Loreto to recognize even the existence of five colonization phases -and so the application of five theoretic systems -between 334 and 268.10 The first phase covered the years 334-328 and was marked by the foundation of Cales and Fregellae, by which the Romans created the basis for a military line against the Samnites along the Via Latina.11 The second phase coincided with the foundation of Saticula, Suessa Aurunca and Interamna Lirenas in the years 313-312, when the military line against those persistent opponents was doubled.12 In the third phase, the Romans settled Sora, Alba , by which they created a line for future penetration of the territory of both the Pentri 8 See Cic. leg. agr. 2, 73; also Cic. Font. 13; Mommsen 1923, 410-415 . 9 Salmon 1969, 13-28 and 55-69 (and Salmon 1982, 57-72) . See also Coarelli 1992, 25-28; Erdkamp 2011, 110-111 . The development of this historiographical tradition is reconstructed in Pelgrom -Stek 2014, 13-32, with further references. 10 Loreto 2007, 75-88. According to him, the juridical distinction between Latin and citizen colonies is of secondary importance; the main point is that all colonies were "presidi militari". Loreto is now followed by Vacanti 2015. 11 Liv. 8, 16,13 and Vell. 1, 14,3 (Cales); Liv. 8, 22,2 (Fregellae) . Loreto 2007, 77 , recognizes the unique case of Luceria, which was founded in Apulia perhaps in 326: Diod. 19, 72, 8; Liv. 9, 26, 5; and Vell. 1, 14, 4 . But we should also remember Tarracina, which was settled on the site of the Volscian Anxur in 329: Liv. 8, 21, 11. 12 Vell. 1, 14, 4 and Fest. 458 L, s. v. Saticula (Saticula); Liv. 9, 28, 7 and Vell. 1, 14, 4 (Suessa Aurunca); Diod. 19, 105, 3; Liv. 9, 28, 8; and Vell. 1, 14, 4 (Interamna Lirenas) . It is to be added that, in 313, the colony of Pontiae was founded as well: Diod. 19, 101, 3; Liv. 9, 28, 7. and the Paeligni.13 The fourth and the fifth phases were instead subsequent to the Third Samnite War and involved Southern as well as Northern-Central Italy: after Venusia in Apulia (291), the colonies of Castrum Novum, Hadria and Sena Gallica were founded in Picenum and the ager Gallicus by 283;14 then, between 273 and 268, not only Cosa and Paestum (273) were established, but also Ariminum and Beneventum (268). According to Loreto, all of these colonies functioned as defensive strongholds and/or starting points for future attacks within the two opposite geographic quadrants (N and S) of the "Roman military system".15
As is evident, Loreto follows a traditional line of reasoning that tends to overlook any reasons other than those of a military nature, when evaluating Roman colonization. In addition, he is influenced by the concept of "grand strategy", which was first introduced into Roman historiography by Edward Luttwak.16 Nevertheless, quite apart from the debatable concept of "grand strategy" (initially applied by Luttwak to another chronological context), it is the very traditional approach that has been questioned over the last decades, because the military perspective has appeared to be not in itself sufficient to understand a complex phenomenon such as Roman colonization in the mid-Republic.
Scholars like Hartmut Galsterer and Filippo Cassola have maintained that social and economic reasons, too, may have been of crucial importance in this process, including the pressure of demographic growth.17 Others, like Guy Bradley, have now emphasized that Latin colonies were not always made up exclusively of settlers coming from Rome or Latium. Bradley has also doubted the role of the Roman Senate in the colonial decision-making, since literary sources attest it was the plebeian hunger for land (and the initiative of single successful conquerors) which often led to colonial foundations, in the early Republic, as well as in the mid-Republic -for example in the above-mentioned case of Cales.18 13 Liv. 10, 1,1; Vell. 1, 14,5 (Alba Fucens); Liv. 10, 1,2; Vell. 1, 14,5 (Sora); Liv. 10, 3, 2 and 10, 13, 1; Vell. 1, 14, 5 (Carseoli) . It must be noted that, in 299, the colony of Narnia was founded adversus Umbros (Liv. 10, 10,5), whereas Minturnae and Sinuessa were both settled in the ager Falernus in 296 (Liv. 10, 21, (7) (8) Vell. 1, 14, 6 ). 14 Dion. 5, 2; Vell. 1, 14, 6 (Venusia); Pol. 2, 19, 12; Liv. per. 11; Vell. 1, 14, 8 (Castrum Novum); Liv. per. 11 (Hadria); Pol. 2, 19, 12; Liv. per. 11 (Sena Gallica Galsterer 1976, 41-64; Cassola 1988 . See also Bandelli 1988 Musti 1988, 533-534; Oakley 1993, 18-22; Hermon 2001, 207-213 . This line of research is not entirely new, since it was forerun by the works of P. Fraccaro's pupils: see, e. g., Gabba 1975, 149-150; further In sum, the debate is complicated and still unresolved, but it can help focus on Roman colonization in Etruria. The best way to address it is to start from the literary sources and to compare them with the material evidence. The latter is particularly abundant in the case of Cosa, for the town site has been fruitfully excavated under the direction of Frank E. Brown and Elizabeth Fentress (American Academy in Rome) and, more recently, under the auspices of Florida State University.21 *** As noted above, the Etruscan cities were subjugated by Rome in the years 284-280.22 Decisive was the battle at Lake Vadimo in 283/282, where the Etruscanswith the exception of the Arretines -joined with the Gauls to attack the Romans, but were eventually defeated.23 In the aftermath of the battle, some other clashes occurred, as the Fasti triumphales attest that a Roman triumph over the Etruscans (de Etrusceis) was celebrated by the consul Q. Marcius Philippus in April 281, while the consul Ti. Coruncanius triumphed over the Vulcians and Volsini-ans in February 280.24 Unfortunately, in the absence of Livy's account we do not know where the battles of 281-280 took place.25 In any case, it is safe to assume that they resulted in an irreversible defeat for many Etruscan cities like Vulci, because no other Roman triumph over them is documented either historiographically or epigraphically after 280.26 Certainly, some scholars have suggested the existence of negotiations between the Etruscans and King Pyrrhus after the battle of Heraclea (July 280), when the latter's march north may have been intended to rally the former to his cause. In fact, there is no conclusive evidence for such a project.27 Moreover, it is true that a fragment of Cassius Dio reports an (abortive) anti-Roman rebellion of the Caeretans in the year 274 or 273, but -as is well known -Pyrrhus had already returned to Greece at that time.28 As a result, if any negotiations really existed, they were not put into effect. This was also due to the fact that the Romans, perhaps already in 280-279, started a general reorganization of Etruria -first of all in juridical terms. The conquered Etruscan cities were forced to sign bilateral treaties with Rome and to become civitates foederatae, thus losing their political and military independence in foreign affairs.29
The consequences of this reorganization were particularly harsh for the Vulcians. According to their foedus with Rome, they not only renounced independence in foreign matters, but also ceded a large proportion of their territory to the Romans, who used it for land assignments to Roman citizens.30 This would have been the case for the higher Albegna valley, where the Romans, according Harris 1971, 85-98 . 30 The precise date and contents of the foedus are unknown. In any case, since the Caeretans, in 274/273, had to cede 50 % of their territory to Rome (Cass. Dio 10, fr. 33), it is possible that the same proportion was also ceded by the Vulcians. The territory of the latter is usually considered to have stretched from the Tyrrhenian seaboard to Mount Amiata, passing through the Fiora and Albegna valleys: see Bianchi 2016, 39 and 144, with references. to Festus, instituted a praefectura in the area of Saturnia.31 A section of the Fiora valley, too, was probably confiscated by the Romans, even if the praefectura Staton(i)ensis cited by Vitruvius and once considered to be in the area of Castro/ Poggio Buco has now been properly located in the Tiber valley.32 On the other hand, it is archaeological evidence that best testifies to the difficult situation suffered by the Vulcians at the time. For instance, the city walls -built in the second half of the 4th century and recently reinforced -were at least partially destroyed, and the same appears to have occurred to strongholds nearby the city, such as Doganella and Ghiaccioforte in the Albegna valley, or Rofalco in the Fiora basin.33 In short, during the years 280-270 no other Etruscan community received the same poor treatment as the Vulcians: they had evidently played a major role in the just-completed Etruscan wars, and the Romans wanted to prevent them from constituting a serious threat anew.34
cius Q(uinti) f(ilius) Q(uinti) n(epos) Philippus an(no) CDLXXII / [co(n)s(ul) d]e Etrusceis K(alendis) April(ibus) -[Ti(berius) Coru]ncanius Ti(beri) f(ilius) Ti(beri) n(epos) co(n)s(ul) an(no) CDLXXIII / [de V]ulsiniensibus et Vulcientib(us) K(alendis) Febr(uariis
Against this background, the Latin colony of Cosa was founded on the confiscated land of the lower Albegna valley. Pliny the Elder says its official name was Cosa Volcientium, while Velleius Paterculus, in his excursus on Roman colonization, confirms that its foundation was contemporary with the establishment of Paestum on the site of the Greek-Lucanian city of Poseidonia.35 From archaeology, we learn that the Romans implanted the oppidum of Cosa on the top of a previously uninhabited promontory, eleven km to the southeast of Orbetello. There is also evidence that the main concern of the newcomers was the building of the town fortifications: as a matter of fact, a set of massive polygonal walls resembling those of other Latin colonies (such as Norba and Alba Fucens) was completed by the time of the First Punic War and enclosed an area of 13.25 ha.36 It follows that the town of Cosa was not very large, and, indeed, with regard to Latin colonies, it was one of the smallest in size.37 This is of interest, also because despite Brown's initial suggestions, scholars have now come to the conclusion that no other monumental structure was realized within the fortified town during the first decades of the colony's existence. Not even the curia/comitium complex in the forum seems to have been realized before the late 3 rd or early 2 nd century.38 And it is worth noting that no secure trace of stone dwellings dating from before the beginning of the 2 nd century has been uncovered thus far.39 Conversely, the Cosans soon started to prepare the facilities of their port, which was to become the famous Portus Cosanus recorded in many literary sources from the Late Republic and Early Empire.40
In the light of these data, a discussion seems to be necessary as to where the colonists of Cosa were accommodated. Scholars usually assume that the original colony had 2,500 or even 4,000 family units, but it is apparent that the walled town only housed a small proportion of the settlers. As a result, it is also assumed that the remaining colonists may have found a place to live in the territory around the town (ager Cosanus).41 Moreover, the discovery of traces of limitatio in the ager -based on a grid of 16 x 32 actus -has been used as proof that a geometrically 36 The Cosan walls were provided with three gates, one postern, and a number of towers: see Brown 1980, 18-21; synthesis in Scott 1985, 95; recently Benvenuti 2002, 199-203; and Sewell 2010, 35-36. 37 For instance, the town of Alba Fucens was 34 ha in size, whereas the walls of Paestum delimited a 120 ha area: see Pelgrom 2008, 343 , from which these data are taken. 22, 11,6 and 30, 39,1-2) , but the amphora finds from the port site provide evidence that the harbor was in use from the founding of the colony. 41 According to Brown 1980, 15-16 , the Romans sent 2,500 colonist families (that is, a minimum of 7,500 free men, women, and children); instead Salmon 1969, 38 , thinks that 4,000 families (that is, a minimum of 12,000 settlers) may have been a more proper figure, also in the light of ordered ager divisus et adsignatus was created by the Romans at the same time of the establishment of the colony, within a territory presumably stretching from the Tyrrhenian seaboard to the Albegna river (N), the Elsa and Elsarella rivers (E) and the Tafone river (S been typical of colonies founded after the Hannibalic War.50 In addition, the oppidum was not a place fully equipped with the civic, administrative, and religious buildings once considered by Brown to have already been present in loco shortly after 273. In other words, a monumental town plan seems not to have been envisaged from the outset. We may thus conclude that Cosa, at least at the beginnings of its existence, was very far from being an effigies parva or a simulacrum of Rome. The situation radically changed only after the deduction of 1,000 new families in 197.51 It was then that the oppidum of Cosa featured the essential elements of Roman urban furniture, not only the forum with its civic buildings, but also a basilica and some temples (the ‚Capitolium' and the temple of ‚Mater Matuta' on the arx, the temple of ‚Concord' in the forum).52 Naturally, even though the first colonists of Cosa did not have a detailed plan of settlement in mind, it does not follow that the colonizing enterprise pursued by Rome in Etruria was devoid of clear objectives, which we now need to discuss carefully. To this end, it seems useful to compare the situation at Cosa with that at Paestum, which is often regarded as a twin colony of the former. *** At first glance, there are good reasons to consider the establishment of both Cosa and Paestum to have been the product of the same colonial project. For one thing, they were founded in the same year as the farthest colonies on the Tyrrhenian coast to, respectively, the north and the south of Rome; for another, they were each provided with a safe anchorage and thus became part of the maritime routes.53 Finally, both colonies seem to have replaced two indigenous centers from which they took their own names, the former from the name of Etruscan Orbetello, Cusi or Cusia, and the latter from the name of Greek-Lucanian Posei- Cosa was, to the north, the best landing place on the route between Corsica (Aleria) and Italy, whereas Paestum was, to the south, the best landing place on the route between Sicily (especially Panormus) and Italy. donia, Paistom.54 Such a continuity is evident in the case of Paestum, where the name chosen by the Romans for their settlement was consciously taken from that of the pre-existing city.55 The situation at Cosa is instead ambiguous. We have no certainty about the original Etruscan name of Orbetello, nor are we certain whether or not this town really ceased to exist around 280-270.56 On the other hand, Cosa was built from scratch to the southeast of Orbetello, whereas Paestum grew within Greek-Lucanian Paistom: indeed, at Paestum, some of the pre-existing Greek-Lucanian buildings and monuments were incorporated into the new colony.57 But the most significant difference between Cosa and Paestum lies in the relations between the colonists and the indigenous people. As a matter of fact, the colonists of Paestum must have lived in close contact with the pre-existing population, and there is surely evidence, above all from epigraphic material, that a certain degree of integration was realized.58 On the contrary, no substantial group of Etruscans seems to have been accommodated within the oppidum of Cosa, because no inscriptions other than those in the Latin language have so far been uncovered there.59
It is now evident that, if the Etruscans did not contribute to the establishment of the colony, then we have to dismiss the theory that Cosa -the ‚little Rome' par excellence in Brown's view -was also intentionally created by the Romans to effect the Romanization, or the cultural assimilation, of the indigenous pop-54 Thus Torelli 1999, 43. 55 Whether or not the name Paistom was of Lucanian origin is irrelevant to the topic under discussion: more details in Pugliese Carratelli 1973, 6-7. 56 The toponym Cusi/Cusia was first applied to Orbetello by Santangelo 1953, 121; this theory was accepted by Brown 1980 , 8. Instead Anziani 1910 , thought the original name of Orbetello was detectable behind the Latin name Clusium. In effect, the root C(a)l-seems to have been widely used in the toponyms of the Albegna valley: see the ager Caletranus mentioned by Liv. 33, 55, 9 and Plin. nat. 3, 52 , and especially the town Κ(α)λούσιον mentioned by Pol. 2, 25,1-2: further discussion is found in Bianchi 2016, 37 and 155. As for the town of Orbetello during the 3 rd century, see Ciampoltrini 1985, 94; recently Celuzza 2002, 109 . 57 Here we need to note only the five volumes edited by Greco -Theodorescu 1980 . See also the syntheses by Pedley 1990, 113-128, and Torelli 1999, 43-88; recently Crawford 2006, 64-67 . 58 See Crawford 2006, 64, with previous literature. In Pedley's words, "Paestum was perhaps the outward manifestation of a peaceful alliance between Lucanian aristocrats and Rome" (Pedley 1990, 115) . 59 The only possible exception is an inscribed marble fragment that was found during the excavations of the arx; the inscription is nevertheless of an uncertain language (bilingual?): see Brown 1980, 45 n. 4, who thinks of the Etruscans as having contributed to the founding of the colony. But according to Torelli 1999, 41 , the inscription -carved as it is on marble -was the product of Augustan antiquarianism (perhaps it is not accidental that Cosa is referred to by Vergil as a town allied with Aeneas: see Verg. Aen. 10, 168).
ulation.60 Rather, it is to be noted that Roman colonists seem to have avoided any specific relations with the Etruscan inhabitants of the lower Albegna valley, for not only were the latter prevented from living within the oppidum of Cosa, but they were deterred from even residing in the ager Cosanus. According to Fentress, the Romans were responsible for a sort of ‚ethnic cleansing' in the ager, which was thus free to be occupied by the incoming settlers (with the partial exception of Orbetello).61 The results of topographical research are effectively indicative of this. The Albegna valley was occupied by over 58 Etruscan farms during the 4 th century, while the number of continuously operated farms during the 3 rd century was reduced to sixteen, among which only two were located in the hinterland of the colony.62 Of course, it is impossible to ascertain whether most of the Etruscan population of the lower Albegna valley was killed, or whether it was displaced from the colonial territory, for example, after being enslaved.63 In any case, this view of a forcible intervention by the Romans seems to fit well with the picture of the military breakdown documented in the same area, in particular, with the destruction of the Vulcian strongholds of Doganella and Ghiaccioforte.
As a result, apart from any idealization of the Roman establishment of Cosa, we can surely maintain that the colony had a basic military purpose, since it served to watch over the former Vulcian land. This easily explains why the incoming settlers, directly after 273, provided their oppidum with a set of wall fortifications. Nevertheless, military expectations should not be emphasized too much: for instance, there is no proof that, in 273, Cosa was intended by the Romans as a starting point for future penetration of Etruria. Oakley 1993, 24-25 . Cases of population displacement are instead documented for later decades, e. g., in 264, when the Romans forced the Volsinians to move from Volsinii to modern Bolsena: see Zon. 8, 7,4-8. 64 Cf. Vacanti 2015, 140 . In his view, Cosa was conceived as part of an axis of advance into Etruria. But I would note that, in 273, Rome had no need for future penetration of Etruria, since all the Etruscan cities had already been militarily defeated and had signed foedera with her. F. Coarelli, who, noting that the establishment of Cosa was followed by the foundation of the citizen colonies of Castrum Novum, Pyrgi, Alsium, and Fregenae, considered all of them to have formed a linear system of defense against the new enemies.65 But it needs to be remembered that such citizen colonies were created only after the beginning of the Punic Wars, with Castrum Novum rising up in 264, Pyrgi in around 264, Alsium in 247, and Fregenae in 245.66 Cosa was instead founded when the Carthaginian threat did not exist yet: thus, we have to recognize that its foundation could not be intended for an anti-Punic purpose.67 It is for this reason that Loreto has rejected Coarelli's theory and has assumed that Cosa was implanted in accordance with the general project for the strengthening of the Italian coastal defense, which Rome had coherently been realizing for decades by means of maritime colonies.68
In my opinion, these contrasting views simply demonstrate that the Romans did not assign any far-reaching strategic role to Cosa in 273. More convincing is Bradley's idea that the foundation of Cosa, with the rapid building of its walls, was a way for the Romans to make their power over the Etruscans ‚visible' as well as ‚tangible'.69 In other words, Cosa was ‚strategic' in that it embodied Roman power and thus served as a deterrent to hostile Etruscans, but it is hard to attribute any active military function to it. We still have, however, to explain why Cosa and its large territory were established exactly in the lower Albegna valley, and, in this regard, we can perhaps be right in looking for socioeconomic reasons. In particular, the desire for land allotments on the part of the Roman population may have been of crucial importance here. Admittedly, scholars usually emphasize that the Romans had difficulty to find settlers for enrolment in the new citizen colonies of Minturnae and Sinuessa in 296, as the plebs feared living in territories close to the Samnites.70 But in 273, the Samnites and their allies were almost defeated, so the fear of moving into territories far from Rome (and Latium) had to be less strong.71 Moreover, the farmland around the hill of Cosa was renowned for its fertility, so much so that the Vulcians had carried out profitable activities there for a long time, such as olive cultivation and viticulture.72 And we need only recall that fishing was already practiced both along the seaboard and in the once extensive coastal lagoons communicating with the sea across narrow sand barriers.73 Not by chance, thanks to the economic potential of the region, the Portus Cosanus was soon to become a major center for trade activities.74 In sum, there are good reasons to argue that the distribution of land allotments in the ager Cosanus may have appealed to a number of Roman citizens.
Regrettably, we do not know the names of the colonial commissioners, usually three in number (triumviri coloniae deducendae),75 who were charged with the distribution of the ager Cosanus. Likewise, it is impossible to ascertain whether the Roman Senate was, as a collegial body, ultimately responsible for the land-distribution procedures, or whether a major role was assumed by the individual generals who had been successful in conquering Etruria. Another episode may be instructive: when a colony was sent to Antium in 467, T. Quinctius Capitolinus was appointed head of the triumviri since he had seized that town in the previous year.76 This means that there was a close link between the capture and the distribution of a new territory, and the latter, as a consequence of the former, could be entrusted to conquering generals.77 As a result, we cannot exclude the possibility that, in the case of Cosa, the consul Ti. Coruncanius -after triumphing over the Vulcians in 280 -occupied a leading position in the triumvirate charged with the distribution of Vulcian land.78 At the same time, it is certain that victorious generals were quite determined to influence land-distribution procedures in order to strengthen their own clientelae and acquire further political influence. The best proof comes from L. Postumius Megellus who, after conquering the town of Venusia in 291, proposed that a colony should be established there under his Cassola 1962, 146-178. leadership, even if the Senate finally denied this privilege to him because of his previous arrogant conduct.79 But even more interesting to the present discussion is the subsequent case of T. Quinctius Flamininus, who -after the Hannibalic War -was appointed director-in-chief of the supplementary colonists sent to Narnia and possibly to Cosa,80 and attained such political strength that he disregarded the public offices generally sought by young politicians and decided to compete directly for the consulship, with the support of his colonists.81 It follows that the Senate had the right to supervise colonial procedures, perhaps including the formal appointment of colonial commissioners;82 but the latter were often influential politicians who could perform their function while looking primarily after their own interests. To return to the year 273: we completely lack information on the political scenario in which it was decided to send the first colonists to Etruria; in any case, I would suggest that the founding of Cosa may not have been a product of the well-organized Senate-directed strategy that many scholars have often assumed to be. ***
In conclusion, the establishment of Cosa was one of the most significant consequences of the Roman penetration of Etruria, since it was the first colony created in that region and it functioned as the farthest stronghold on the Tyrrhenian coast north of Rome. Of course, the attention paid to the town walls soon after 273 is proof that Cosa had been intended to have a basic military function, primarily to protect the newly acquired territory against any menace coming from 79 See Dion. Hal. ant. 17-18, 4-5 and Liv. per. 11: Megellus had exhibited an arrogant attitude to the Senate and the Roman people especially for having employed, as a consul, 2,000 of his soldiers as laborers on his own estates. 80 See Plut. Flamininus 1,6, apparently referring to the years 200-199. As for Cosa, the problem is that a deduction of new colonists was effectively demanded by the Cosans in 199 (see above, n. 49), but it was not realized until 197, when Flamininus was busy fighting Philip V of Macedon. In any case, Flamininus was also among the triumviri who directed the deduction of new colonists to Venusia in 200 (Liv. 31, 49, 6) : this proves Flamininus' special commitment to land-assignment procedures. 81 Thus Plut. Flamininus 2,1. Latin colonists did not vote in consular elections (they were only allowed to vote in comitia tributa elections: see, e. g., Bernardi 1973, 85-86; Kremer 2006, 43-44; contra Coşkun 2009, 124-129) , but successful politicians could take advantage of their support also in indirect ways : Bradley 2014, 66; see also Patterson 2006, 144. 82 According to some scholars, the triumviri entered their office not by virtue of a senatus consultum, but as a result of a lex coloniae: for a discussion, see, e. g., Salmon 1969, 19; and Hermon 2001, 213-217 . In general, for the juridical procedures regarding colonial foundations see Kremer 2006, 46-60, with further literature. the Etruscans. We have seen, by contrast, that previous efforts to place the foundation of the colony into a broader Roman project for the conquest of Italy have proved to be in vain. Suffice it to remember that Cosa has often been compared with Paestum, but the two colonies had in fact nothing in common apart from the same foundation date. Not even the theory that Cosa was created in order to protect the Tyrrhenian coast from the Carthaginians appears to be sound, since the latter became enemies of the Romans only after 273. Thus, it is simply a hindsight perspective that has led some scholars to consider Cosa to have constituted a defensive coastal line along with the more recent colonies of Castrum Novum, Pyrgi, Alsium, and Fregenae. On the other hand, it will be impossible to place the installation of Cosa into any coherent colonial strategy, so long as it is not demonstrated that the Senate, as a collegial body, was ultimately responsible for colonial foundations and subsequent land-assignment procedures. The ancient sources, in effect, let us know that it was conquering generals who were often charged with land distribution to colonists: so it is no wonder that they were eager to propose the establishment of colonies and then tried to distribute land allotments to their clientes in order to enhance their own political power. This is not to deny that, after the Pyrrhic War, the Romans -and, above all, the Senate -already had a clear idea in mind for the conquest of Italy, and accordingly were developing a ‚strategy' to accomplish it.83 Indeed, if we are to trust Polybius, it was around the year 280 when "[…] the Romans -having reduced the Etruscans and Samnites to obedience, and conquered the Italian Celts in many battles -attempted for the first time the reduction of the rest of Italy. The nations for whose possessions they were about to fight they affected to regard, not in the light of foreigners, but as already for the most part belonging and pertaining to themselves."84 What seems nevertheless questionable is the opinion that colonization was coherently pursued as part of such a project. On the contrary, we have seen that even contemporary colonial foundations produced different results, and these divergences were ultimately due not only to the ability of the colonists to adapt to diverse Italian contexts, but also to the multifarious reasons leading to colonization itself. In other words, each of the mid-Republican colonial settlements -the cases of Cosa and Paestum serving as good examples -probably had a story of its own and depended more upon particular contingencies than upon any preconceived plan for the conquest of Italy. Hölkeskamp 1993, 33-37 . What ‚Italy' meant to the Romans after the Pyrrhic War is not relevant to the present discussion: see recently Humm 2009; Pittia 2010; and Russo 2010, 88-101, with previous bibliography. 84 Pol. 1, 6,6 (transl. E. S. Shuckburgh). On this passage, see, e. g., Walbank 1957, 51-52; and Oakley 1993, 31. 
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